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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments, filed 5/13/2008, with respect to the rejections of claims 1-46 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) and 35 U.S.C. 103(a) have been fully considered and are persuasive. 
Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new 
grounds of rejection is made in view of Libenzi (Pat. No.: US 6,745,192), as Libenzi teaches the 
limitations of "transforming respective filenames of said files into respective file identifiers," as 
well as "calculating a data identifier from the bit sequence associated with the desired packet." 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-8, 10-11, 13-15, 17, and 19-42, 44-46 are rejected under U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dougall et al. (Pub. No.: US 2003/0093485) in view of Libenzi (Pat. No.: US 
6,745,192). 

Regarding claim 1, Dougall discloses a method for transporting files from a cable 
headend (paragraph [0020], lines 1-3), comprising: assigning respective filenames of said 
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files to respective file identifiers (paragraph [0070], lines 9-11), each of said file identifiers 
comprising a packet identifier (PID) (paragraph [0070], lines 8-9) associated with a 
communications channel selected to transport said file (paragraph [0070], lines 9-11); and 
wherein said file identifiers are adapted to enable receivers of said communications 
channels to selectively receive a file by processing the communications channel associated 
with the file (paragraph [0073], lines 5-7). However, Dougall does not disclose transforming 
respective filenames of said files into respective file identifiers. However, in analogous art 
Libenzi does (column 3, lines 5-10, column 5, line 66 - column 6, lines 19. Libenzi teaches 
calculating identifiers from a unique filename, which transforms the filename). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Dougall to include transforming filenames. This would have been highly desirable, as it 
would allow the transmission network to assign unique file identifiers to the file names in a way 
that could be repeated at the receiver, thus allowing for more efficient data transfer. 

Regarding claim 2, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi disclose wherein 
said communications channel transports an MPEG 2 bitstream (Dougall, paragraph [0066], 
lines 3-4). 

Regarding claim 5, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi disclose wherein 
step (a) includes generating a number with an approximately uniform probability 
distribution (Dougall, paragraph [0168], lines 1-3. A generated random number will have an 
approximately uniform probability distribution). 
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Regarding claim 6, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi disclose wherein a 
first portion of the number is included in the packet as a payload identifier (Dougall, 
paragraph [0034], lines 10-19). 

Regarding claim 7, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi disclose wherein a 
second portion of the number is included in the packet as a multicast identifier (Dougall, 
paragraph [0038], lines 7-9). 

Regarding claim 8, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi disclose further 
comprising: detecting a collision condition in which at least two packets are transmitted 
having the same multicast identifier, each having a respectively different bit sequence 
associated therewith, transmitting information associating one of the at least two packets 
with a non-colliding multicast identifier; transmitting the one packet using the non- 
colliding multicast identifier (Dougall, paragraph [0170], lines 1-11). 

Regarding claim 10, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi disclose wherein 
the bit sequence is a file identifier (Dougall, paragraph [0070], lines 7-9). 

Regarding claim 1 1, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi disclose further 
comprising: calculating the program identifier based on one of the group consisting of a 
cyclic redundancy code, a hash function and a pseudorandom number formed from the 
file name (Dougall, paragraph [0168], lines 1-3). 

Regarding claim 13, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi disclose further 
comprising transmitting a program identifier usage bitmap that identifies which program 
identifiers are being used to transmit payload data (Dougall, paragraph [0034], lines 12-15). 
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Regarding claim 14, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi disclose further 
comprising: selecting at least one portion of the one of the group consisting of a cyclic 
redundancy code, a hash function and a pseudorandom number; and transmitting along 
with a unit of payload data a payload identifier comprising the selected portion (Dougall, 
paragraph [0034], lines 10-19, paragraph [0168], lines 1-3). 

Regarding claim 15, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi disclose wherein 
the at least one packet is transmitted using a multicast identifier formed from at least one 
portion of the one of the group consisting of a cyclic redundancy code, a hash function and 
a pseudorandom number (Dougall, paragraph [0170], lines 1-11, paragraph [0168], lines 1-3). 

Regarding claim 17, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi disclose wherein 
the payload data include one of the group consisting of Moving Picture Experts Group 
(MPEG) 1 packets and MPEG 2 packets (Dougall, paragraph [0066], lines 3-4). 

Regarding claim 19, Dougall discloses a method for receiving a desired packet 
associated with a bit sequence from a server (Dougall, paragraph [0036], lines 1-6), 
comprising the steps of: (a) assigning a data identifier from the bit sequence associated 
with the desired packet (Dougall, paragraph [0070], lines 8-11); and (b) using the data 
identifier to receive the packet identified by the data identifier (Dougall, paragraph [0073], 
lines 5-7). However, Dougall does not disclose calculating a data identifier from the bit 
sequence associated with the desired packet. However, in analogous art Libenzi does 
(column 3, lines 5-10, column 5, line 66 - column 6, lines 19. Libenzi teaches calculating 
identifiers from a unique filename). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Dougall to include calculating filenames. 
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This would have been highly desirable, as it would allow the transmission network to assign 
unique file identifiers to the file names in a way that could be repeated at the receiver, thus 
allowing for more efficient data transfer. 

Regarding claim 20, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi disclose wherein 
step (a) includes calculating the data identifier based on a common function that is also 
used by the server to calculate the data identifier when the server determines which data 
identifier to assign to the packet (Dougall, paragraph [0070], lines 8-9). 

Regarding claim 21, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi disclose wherein 
the data identifier is formed from one of the group consisting of a cyclic redundancy code, 
a hash function and a pseudorandom number (Dougall, paragraph [0168], lines 1-3. A 
generated random number will have an approximately uniform probability distribution) 
generated using the bit sequence as an input, further comprising: selecting at least one 
portion of the data identifier as a payload identifier; and detecting payload data having 
the payload identifier transmitted therewith as the desired data (Dougall, paragraph 
[0034]). 

Regarding claim 22, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi disclose wherein 
the packet is received using a multicast identifier formed from at least one portion of a one 
of the group consisting of a cyclic redundancy code, a hash function and a pseudorandom 
number generated using the bit sequence as an input (Dougall, paragraph [0168], lines 1-3. 
A generated random number will have an approximately uniform probability distribution). 

Regarding claim 23, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi disclose further 
comprising: detecting a collision condition in which a received packet has a multicast 
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identifier that matches the multicast identifier generated using the bit sequence (Dougall, 
paragraph [0170], lines 1-11), but a payload identifier associated with the received packet is 
different from the a selected portion of the data identifier; receiving a transmission 
associating the one of the group consisting of a cyclic redundancy code, a hash function 
and a pseudorandom number with a non-conflicting multicast identifier (Dougall, 
paragraph [0168], lines 1-3); and receiving the desired packet using the non-colliding 
multicast identifier (Dougall, paragraph [0073], lines 5-7). 

Regarding claim 24, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi disclose wherein 
step (a) includes calculating a 64 bit number, of which a payload identifier is a portion 
(Dougall, paragraph [0072], lines 12-13). 

Regarding claim 25, Dougall discloses a method for transmitting data, comprising the 
steps of: (a) assigning a plurality of program identifiers based on respective bit sequences 
associated with respective sets of at least one packet (Dougall, paragraph [0070], lines 8-11); 
(b) associating each set of at least one packet with the respective program identifier 
calculated from the bit sequence for that set of at least one packet (Dougall, paragraph 
[0034], lines 10-19); and (c) transmitting to a receiver associated with one of the plurality 
of program identifiers a list including a respective data identifier for each set of at least 
one packet associated with the same program identifier as the receiver (Dougall, paragraph 
[0036], lines 1-6). However, Dougall does not disclose transforming a plurality of program 
identifiers based on respective bit sequences associated with respective sets of at least one 
packet. However, in analogous art Libenzi does (column 3, lines 5-10, column 5, line 66 - 
column 6, lines 19. Libenzi teaches calculating identifiers from a unique filename, which 
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transforms an identifier based on a bit sequence, i.e. a filename). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Dougall to 
include transforming program identifiers. This would have been highly desirable, as it would 
allow the transmission network to assign unique file identifiers to in a way that could be 
repeated at the receiver, thus allowing for more efficient data transfer. 

Regarding claim 26, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi disclose wherein 
step (a) includes generating a number with an approximately uniform distribution using a 
file name as an input (Dougall, paragraph [0168], lines 1-3. A generated random number will 
have an approximately uniform probability distribution). 

Regarding claim 27, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi disclose wherein 
each packet has a multicast identifier that is calculated based on the bit sequence 
associated with the packet, the method further comprising: detecting a collision condition 
in which at least two packets are transmitted having the same multicast identifier, each of 
the at least two packets having a respectively different bit sequence associated therewith, 
transmitting information associating one of the at least two packets with a non-colliding 
multicast identifier; transmitting the one packet using the non-colliding multicast 
identifier (Dougall, paragraph [0170], lines 1-11). 

Regarding claim 28, Dougall discloses a method for receiving data, comprising the 
steps of: (a) assigning a program identifier based on a bit sequence associated with a 
desired set of at least one packet, the program identifier being associated with a receiver 
of the set of at least one packet (Dougall, paragraph [0070], lines 8-11); and (b) receiving a 
list associated with the program identifier, the list containing a plurality of data 
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identifiers, each data identifier in the list corresponding to a respective set of at least one 
packet that is to be received using that program identifier (Dougall, paragraph [0036], lines 
1-6). However, Dougall does not disclose transforming a program identifier based on a bit 
sequence associated with a desired set of at least one packet. However, in analogous art 
Libenzi does (column 3, lines 5-10, column 5, line 66 - column 6, lines 19. Libenzi teaches 
calculating identifiers from a unique filename, which transforms an identifier based on a bit 
sequence, i.e. a filename). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to modify Dougall to include transforming program identifiers. 
This would have been highly desirable, as it would allow the transmission network to assign 
unique file identifiers to in a way that could be repeated at the receiver, thus allowing for more 
efficient data transfer. 

Regarding claim 29, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi disclose further 
comprising; receiving a program identifier usage bitmap that identifies which program 
identifiers are being used to transmit payload packets (Dougall, paragraph [0034], lines 12- 
15); determining whether the desired set of at least one packet is available using the 
program identifier usage bitmap and the calculated program identifier (Dougall, paragraph 
[0034], lines 16-19). 

Regarding claim 30, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi disclose further 
comprising: detecting a file-not-found condition if the calculated program identifier for 
the desired set of at least one packet is identified as not being used to transmit data in the 
program identifier usage bitmap (Dougall, paragraph [0036], lines 6-12). 
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Regarding claim 31, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi disclose further 
comprising: detecting a file-not-found condition if the calculated program identifier for 
the desired set of at least one packet is identified as being used to transmit data in the 
program identifier usage bitmap, and the data identifier corresponding to the desired set 
of at least one packet is not included in the list containing the plurality of data identifiers 
for that receiver (Dougall, paragraph [0035], lines 1-8). 

Regarding claim 32, Dougall discloses a system for transmitting at least one file from 
a sender to a receiver, the system comprising: a sender storage medium for storing said at 
least one file (Dougall, paragraph [0037], lines 4-6), said at least one file having a 
corresponding file identifier; a converter for converting the contents of said at least one 
file into at least one bit stream to be transmitted (Dougall, paragraph [0136], lines 1-7); a 
sender assigner for providing a key based on said file identifier; said converter 
incorporating said key into said bit stream for transmission to said receiver (Dougall, 
paragraph [0137], lines 1-5). However, Dougall does not disclose a sender transformer for 
providing a key based on said file identifier. However, in analogous art Libenzi does (column 
3, lines 5-10, column 5, line 66 - column 6, lines 19. Libenzi teaches calculating identifiers 
from a unique filename, which transforms based on a file identifier). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Dougall to 
include transforming file identifiers. This would have been highly desirable, as it would allow 
the transmission network to assign unique file identifiers to in a way that could be repeated at 
the receiver, thus allowing for more efficient data transfer. 
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Regarding claim 33, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi disclose wherein 
said receiver is configured to select said said at least one file by means of said data 
identifier (Dougall, paragraph [0036], lines 1-6). 

Regarding claim 34, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi disclose wherein 
the server transmits a program identifier usage bitmap that identifies which program 
identifiers are being used to transmit payload data (Dougall, paragraph [0034], lines 12-15). 

Regarding claim 35, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi disclose wherein 
the system further comprises a receiver that includes: a processor for calculating the 
program identifier for a desired set of at least one packet using the same calculation used 
by the server to calculate the program identifier for the at least one packet (Dougall, 
paragraph [0030], lines 1-3, paragraph [0034]), and the processor detects a file-not-found 
condition if the program identifier for the desired at least one packet is not listed in the 
program identifier usage bitmap as being used to transmit payload data (Dougall, 
paragraph [0036], lines 6-12, paragraph [0034], lines 12-15). 

Regarding claim 36, Dougall discloses a system for receiving data, comprising: a 
client processor that assigns a payload identifier based on a bit sequence associated with a 
given set of at least one packet, the client processor using the payload identifier to receive 
the given set of at least one packet from a server (Dougall, paragraph [0034], lines 10-19). 
However, Dougall does not disclose calculating a payload identifier based on a bit sequence 
associated with a given set of at least one packet. However, in analogous art Libenzi does 
(column 3, lines 5-10, column 5, line 66 - column 6, lines 19. Libenzi teaches calculating 
identifiers from a unique filename). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
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skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Dougall to include calculating file 
identifiers. This would have been highly desirable, as it would allow the transmission network 
to assign unique file identifiers to in a way that could be repeated at the receiver, thus allowing 
for more efficient data transfer. 

Regarding claim 37, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi disclose wherein 
the client processor generates a number with an approximately uniform probability 
distribution, and the payload identifier is at least a portion of the generated number 
(Dougall, paragraph [0168], lines 1-3. A generated random number will have an approximately 
uniform probability distribution). 

Regarding claim 38, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi disclose wherein a 
second portion of the generated number is used as a multicast identifier (Dougall, 
paragraph [0038], lines 7-9). 

Regarding claim 39, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi disclose wherein 
the client includes: means for detecting a collision condition in which a received packet 
has a multicast identifier that matches the multicast identifier generated using the bit 
sequence (Dougall, paragraph [0170], lines 1-1 1), but a payload identifier received with the 
packet is different from the payload identifier calculated by the client processor, mean for 
receiving information associating the desired set of at least one packet with a non-colliding 
multicast identifier (Dougall, paragraph [0170], lines 1-1 1); means for receiving the desired 
packet using the non-colliding multicast identifier (Dougall, paragraph [0073], lines 5-7). 

Regarding claim 40, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi disclose wherein 
the bit sequence is a file identifier (Dougall, paragraph [0034], lines 12-15). 
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Regarding claim 41, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi disclose wherein 
the bit sequence is a filename and the client calculates the data identifier based on one of 
the group consisting of a cyclic redundancy code, a hash function and a pseudorandom 
number formed from the file name (Dougall, paragraph [0168], lines 1-3. A generated 
random number will have an approximately uniform probability distribution). 

Regarding claim 42, Dougall discloses a computer readable medium encoded with 
computer program code, wherein when the computer program code is executed by a 
server processor, the server processor performs a method for transmitting a packet 
associated with a bit sequence, comprising the steps of: (a) assigning a data identifier 
based on the bit sequence (Dougall, paragraph [0034], lines 6-10); (b) assigning the data 
identifier to the packet (Dougall, paragraph [0034], lines 10-15); and (c) transmitting said 
packet to a receiver using the data identifier (Dougall, paragraph [0036], lines 1-12). 
However, Dougall does not disclose calculating a data identifier based on the bit sequence. 
However, in analogous art Libenzi does (column 3, lines 5-10, column 5, line 66 - column 6, 
lines 19. Libenzi teaches calculating identifiers from a unique filename). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
Dougall to include calculating file identifiers. This would have been highly desirable, as it 
would allow the transmission network to assign unique file identifiers to in a way that could be 
repeated at the receiver, thus allowing for more efficient data transfer. 

Regarding claim 44, Dougall discloses a system including at least one file storage 
medium, said file storage medium including at least one file to be transported from a file 
sender to a file receiver (Dougall, paragraph [0030], lines 1-16), wherein each of said at least 
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one files to be transported has associated therewith a corresponding file identifier, a 
sender comprising: a packetizer, a mulitplexer; at least one file manager communicating 
with said file storage medium, said packetizer and said transform such that said files on 
said file storage medium are provided to said packetizer and said corresponding filenames 
are provided to said transform, said packetizer providing at least one corresponding data 
packet comprising said file to said multiplexer (Dougall, paragraph [0034], lines 1-19); for 
each file to be transported said multiplexer providing a packetized bitstream including 
said at least one file to be transported, each packet of said bitstream including said file 
identifier and at least a portion of said file (Dougall, paragraph [0070], lines 1-13). However, 
Dougall does not disclose a transform providing a packet identifier based upon said 
corresponding filename to said multiplexer. However, in analogous art Libenzi does (column 
3, lines 5-10, column 5, line 66 - column 6, lines 19. Libenzi teaches calculating identifiers 
from a unique filename, which transforms the filename). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Dougall to include 
calculating file identifiers. This would have been highly desirable, as it would allow the 
transmission network to assign unique file identifiers to in a way that could be repeated at the 
receiver, thus allowing for more efficient data transfer. 

Regarding claim 45, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi disclose further 
including a data carousel in communication with said packetizer and said mulitplexer, 
wherein said packetizer provides said packets to said data carousel based upon said 
corresponding file identifier. This claim is rejected on the same grounds as claim 44, as 
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examiner takes Official Notice that a data carousel is notoriously well known in the art as a 
format to transmit data. 

Regarding claim 46, Dougall discloses a system including at least one file storage 
medium including at least one file to be transported from a sender to a receiver, wherein 
each of said at least one files to be transported has associated therewith a corresponding 
file identifier, a receiver comprising: at least one tunable filter; a processor; programmed 
to utilize said at least one file to be transported; said processor providing said filename of 
said at least one file to be utilized to a tunable filter such that said tunable filter selects 
packets comprising said file and provides said selected packets to a packet processor, said 
packet processor providing said file to said processor (Dougall, paragraph [0034], lines 1-19, 
paragraph [0070], lines 1-13, paragraph [0076], lines 1-16). However, Dougall does not disclose 
a transform; said transform providing a packet identifier corresponding to said at least 
one filename. However, in analogous art Libenzi does (column 3, lines 5-10, column 5, line 66 
- column 6, lines 19. Libenzi teaches calculating identifiers from a unique filename, which 
transforms the filename). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to modify Dougall to include calculating file identifiers. This 
would have been highly desirable, as it would allow the transmission network to assign unique 
file identifiers to in a way that could be repeated at the receiver, thus allowing for more efficient 
data transfer. 
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Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dougall et al. 
(Pub. No.: US 2003/0093485) in view of Libenzi (Pat. No.: US 6,745,192), and further in view 
of Walker et al. (Patent No.: 5,612,956). 

Regarding claim 3, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi teach the method of 
claim 1, and further Walker teaches wherein said communications channel transports 
Digicipher II data packets (Walker, column 7, lines 56-62). Dougall et al. disclose the method 
of claim 1, however they do not disclose transporting Digicipher II data packets. Walker et al. 
disclose transporting data packets such as MPEG-2 or Digicipher II (column 7, lines 56-62). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to allow for the method of claim 1 to transport Digicipher II data packets. Having a 
communications channel that transports Digicipher II would have been highly desirable, as 
Digicipher II is well known in the art as an encryption method, and therefore would have 
increased the number of possible applications of this method. 

Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dougall et al. 
(Pub. No.: US 2003/0093485) in view of Libenzi (Pat. No.: US 6,745,192), and further in view 
of Keck et al. (Pub. No.: US 2004/0228414). 

Regarding claim 4, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi teach the method of 
claim 1, and further Keck teaches wherein said communications channel transports Si data 
packets (Keck, paragraph [0056], lines 9-1 1). Dougall et al. disclose the method of claim 1, 
however they do not disclose transporting SI data packets. Walker et al. disclose transporting 
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data packets with SI data (paragraph [0056], lines 9-1 1). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to allow for the method of claim 1 
to transport SI data packets. Having a communications channel that transports SI data packets 
would have been highly desirable, as SI data is well known in the art as a type of broadcast data, 
and therefore would have increased the number of possible applications of this method. 



Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dougall et al. 
(Pub. No.: US 2003/0093485) in view of Libenzi (Pat. No.: US 6,745,192), and further in view 
of Choquette (Pat. No.: 6,088,784). 

Regarding claim 9, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi teach the method of 
claim 8, and further Choquette teaches wherein the non-colliding multicast identifier is 
formed by adding a constant to the multicast identifier for which the collision condition is 
detected (Choquette, column 6, lines 34-43). Dougall et al. disclose the method of claim 8, 
however they do not disclose the use of this exact method for determining a multicast identifier. 
Choquette discloses using such a calculation to determine multicast identifiers (Choquette, Fig. 
5, column 6, lines 24-44). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to use this calculation for determining a multicast identifier. 
Having a multicast identifier determined in this manner would have been highly desirable, as it 
would be a simple method to change a repetitive multicast identifier, and thus would help to 
improve the efficiency with which the files were transported. 
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Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dougall et al. 
(Pub. No.: US 2003/0093485) in view of Libenzi (Pat. No.: US 6,745,192), and further in view 
of Yasuda et al. (Pub. No.: US 2004/0205152). 

Regarding claim 12, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi teach the method of 
claim 11, and further Yasuda teaches wherein step (a) comprises: (i) determining a program 
identifier by the equation: PID index=X modulo NPIDSON, where PID is the program 
identifier, X is a result of performing at least one XOR operation on two or more portions 
of the one of the group consisting of a cyclic redundancy code, a hash function and a 
pseudorandom number (Yasuda, paragraph [0163], lines 3-13), and NPIDSON is a number 
of packet processors to which payload files are being sent; (ii) performing a table lookup 
using PID index as a lookup parameter (Yasuda, paragraph [0161], lines 5-7); and (iii) 
adding an offset to a value output by the table lookup. Dougall et al. disclose the method of 
claim 11, however they do not disclose the use of this exact formula for determining a program 
identifier. Yasuda discloses using such a calculation to determine file identifiers. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use 
this formula for determining a program identifier. Having a program identifier determined in 
this manner would have been highly desirable, as it would help to improve the efficiency with 
which the files were transported. 
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Claims 16, 18 and 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dougall et al. (Pub. No.: US 2003/0093485) in view of Libenzi (Pat. No.: US 6,745,192), and 
further in view of Ungstad (Pub. No.: US 2005/01 14751). 

Regarding claim 16, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi teach the method of 
claim 15, and further Ungstad teaches wherein the multicast identifier is formed by 
performing an XOR operation (Ungstad, paragraph [0042], lines 6-7) on two non-contiguous 
portions of the one of the group consisting of a cyclic redundancy code (Ungstad, paragraph 
[0012], lines 1-6), a hash function and a pseudorandom number. Dougall et al. disclose the 
method of claim 15, however they do not disclose the use of this exact operation (using an XOR 
function) for determining a multicast identifier, or using a cyclic redundancy code. Ungstad 
discloses using such an operation to determine file identifiers, as well as using a cyclic 
redundancy code. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to use this operation for determining a multicast identifier based on a 
cyclic redundancy code. Having a multicast identifier determined in this manner would have 
been highly desirable, as it would help to improve the efficiency with which the files were 
transported. 

Regarding claim 18, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi teach the method of 
claim 1, and further Ungstad teaches wherein: a program identifier is calculated from at 
least a portion of a cyclic redundancy code calculated from a file name associated with at 
least one packet of payload data to be transmitted (Ungstad, paragraph [0012], lines 1-6); 
and step (c) includes transmitting the at least one packet of payload data to a packet 
processor that is identified by the program identifier. Dougall et al. disclose the method of 
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claim 1 , however they do not disclose the use of a cyclic redundancy code for determining a 
program identifier. Ungstad discloses using a cyclic redundancy code to determine file 
identifiers. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to use a cyclic redundancy code for determining a program identifier. Having a 
program identifier determined in this manner would have been highly desirable, as it would help 
to improve the efficiency with which the files were transported. 

Regarding claim 43, the combined teachings of Dougall and Libenzi teach a method of 
transmitting payload data from a headend to a television converter (Dougall, paragraph 
[0020], lines 1-3). Furthermore, Ungstad discloses comprising the steps of: spinning a 
plurality of data units from the group consisting of packets and files without transmitting a 
directory of all of the data units being spun (paragraph [0012], lines 1-6); and calculating 
information used to spin the units of data by a common calculation that is used by the 
television converter to receive the units of data without a directory of all of the data units 
being spun (paragraph [0012], lines 1-6). Ungstad discloses using a cyclic redundancy code to 
determine file identifiers, which can be construed as spinning the data units. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use a cyclic 
redundancy code for determining a program identifier. Having a program identifier determined 
in this manner would have been highly desirable, as it would help to improve the efficiency with 
which the files were transported. 
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